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FOREWORD

Staff rides provide officers and other students of military history with the
opportunity to obtain important insights into military operations and to study
the effects of technology in combat, concepts of leadership, and how men
have fought and endured in battles. The Cowpens Staff Ride and Battlefreld
Tour, by Lieutenant Colonel John Moncure, offers a staff ride guide on a
critical Revolutionary War battle. The guidebook examines the war from a
strategic perspective, looks at the campaign as an operational event, and
provides the backdrop to the tactical battle. The author has gathered opera-
tions orders, dispatches, and numerous eyewitness accounts to allow each
visitor to reconstruct the events that occurred at the Cowpens.
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CSI publications cover a variety of military history topics. The views ex-
pressed herein are those of the author and not necessarily those of the
Department of the Army or the Department of Defense.

Cover: A reproduction of William Ranney’s “‘Battle of Cowpens,” from the
Collection of the State of South Carolina. Shown is the episode in the battle
when Colonel William Washington, riding too far in advance of his men, was
assaulted by three British officers, only to be saved by his black waiter and
an attending American officer.
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INTRODUCTION

The renowned Field Marshal Count Helmuth von Moltke, chief of
the great German General Staff and architect of the three campaigns
that permitted the unification of Germany in 1871, believed fervently
that war, to be understood, must be dissected and the parts examined.
To that end, he directed not only that a section of the General Staff
devote its energies exclusively to the study of military history but that
~all General Staff officers, drawn from the cream of the Prussian
officer corps, travel to battlefields, study the plans made by the
commanders, and relive the battles on the actual ground where the
fighting took place. In this manner, Moltke believed, his officers
could understand the interdependence of the commanders’ plans,
logistical considerations, morale factors, and so forth.

The staff ride, as the practice became known, has evolved into an
institution in a number of armies. In the United States Army, officers
in combat units frequently adjourn to nearby battlefields where one
or more officers, tasked to provide a detailed study of the action, host
a walking tour and analysis of the battle. Every branch school
conducts staff rides for its students, and all ROTC cadets participate
in staff rides as part of their professional military education require-
ments.

When I assumed my duties as professor of military history at
Davidson College, I recognized that, while by training 1 was a
European historian, I could not do justice to my students—most of
whom were destined for commissioned service in the U.S.
Army—without addressing some of the more important events in that
Army’s history. I was fortunate to discover the proximity of the
Cowpens battlefield, about one and one-half hours southwest of the
college.

During the first two years I taught at Davidson, I assembled
documents containing eyewitness testimony to that battle. I believe
this documentary record is critical for the use of students studying
the battle if they are to understand and empathize with the partici-
pants. I gave the documents to my students before we gathered for
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trips to the battlefield. It occurred to me that, while many exciting
histories of the battle exist, none of them had been written to facilitate
a staff ride to the battle site. Students need to relive the terror, the
exultation of the troops, and the self-doubt and sometimes unreflec-
tiveness of the battlefield commanders, all in the full richness of the
officers’ own language. Even the excellent accompaniments to Civil
War battlefields prepared by Jay Luvaas and Harold Nelson provide
only excerpts of that testimony. Consequently, as part of the staffride
narrative, [ assembled this collection of eyewitness accounts and
dispatches for my students. The three chapters that precede the
" narrative serve only as glue to help students assemble the body of
material more coherently. While I have consulted many detailed
studies and determined (in cases where authorities disagree) how I
believe events occurred, I do not pretend to supersede current schol-
arship. Likewise, as I laced the sometimes contradictory narrative
accounts and dispatches into my analysis, I kept in mind that some
eyewitness accounts were in fact written long after the dead were
buried and could be colored by the dimness of an old man’s memory
or by the deliberate distortions of a man with a grudge to bear or a
reputation to protect.

I have organized three chapters to focus on the discrete components
of the war. In order to place the campaign in the Carolinas in context,
chapter one addresses the Revolutionary War in its strategic con-
text—how military planners determined to prosecute the war to
achieve its political goals—and relates the principal events of the war.
In order to provide the environment for the Battle of the Cowpens,
chapter two discusses operational issues and narrates the campaign.
The third chapter focuses on the tactical aspects of the battle on that
cold morning in January 1781. The fourth chapter I have included as
a guide for the staff ride. The leader of a staff ride could use it in
conjunction with the narrative chapters and appendix or let it stand
alone as a guide to a study of the campaign and battle.

A close reading of the documents in the appendixes will highlight
a number of interesting aspects of this battle and, by extension, of
combat in general that I do not address in the narrative. For instance,
I am struck by remarkable differences between the correspondence
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in the two armies. The Cornwallis-Tarleton correspondence is timely
and reveals the freedom and even deference that Major General
Charles Cornwallis awarded his protégé, Lieutenant Colonel Banas-
tre Tarleton. As for the American commander, Major General
Nathanael Greene, the graceful strategist, worried about his unit and
lectured its commander on matters his tactical better knew perfectly
well how to address. Brigadier General Daniel Morgan, one of the
recipients of this advice, impatiently strained at the bit but calmly
assured his superior that he was taking the care that Greene de-
manded. The fact that the American correspondence always over-
lapped in time must have confused matters immeasurably.

I have given short shrift to the manifest logistical problems expe-
rienced during the campaign. Guilty of concentrating on the tactical
dimensions of battle, as are many historians, I understand full well
that great military leaders dwell on far less romantic concerns. From
the pitiable description of Sergeant Major William Seymour to the
repetitive discussion of forage, shoes, and tents in the correspon-
dence, it seems clear that Greene’s deployment in December 1780
was motivated primarily by logistical considerations, as was Mor-
gan’s proposal to invade Georgia and his plea to rejoin the main army.

Finally, I recognize that the assembled evidence derives mainly
from American sources. While Tarleton and Mackenzie provide us a
spirited and informative dispute, the British rank and file are silent,
as are most of the officers. Obviously, American sources are more
readily obtainable for me, but they are from the mouths of American
veterans trying to justify pensions—and perhaps embellish their
personal exploits—after a popular war. The British sources, with a
characteristic predilection for understatement anyway, downplay
events all the more in the wake of the unsuccessful war. Moreover,
although British casualties were far higher than the American ones,
with many of the captives remaining in America after the war, these
men were ineligible for pensions and had little incentive to make
public the record of their military actions against their newly adopted
country. Finally, the few Legion cavalry who escaped consisted
primarily of Loyalists- who either removed to Canada after the war or
would have been unlikely to trot out their memories of service against




the United States. I trust careful readers will be able to weigh this
shortcoming as they evaluate the evidence.

I owe a debt of gratitude to a number of talented people without
whose patient efforts this work could not have been completed.
Foremost among them are the fine staff of the Cowpens National
Battlefield. In particular, Patricia Ruff and Bill Kianos showed me
every kindness and offered helpful suggestions that I have incorpo-
rated throughout these pages.

I prepared this manuscript far from the rich source materials I
needed to complete it. Were it not for the determined and cheerful
efforts of the staff of Davidson College’s E. H. Little Library to honor
my near-impossible requests, I could never have finished. Leading
their efforts were Dr. Mary Beatty, Sharon Byrd, Jean Coates, Ellen
Giduz, Cindy Pendergraft, Kelly Wood, and Suzy Yoder. With
dedication and expertise, they ferreted out obscure sources from the
most unlikely places.

I am very grateful to Mr. Donald Gilmore of the Combat Studies
Institute for the professional expertise he brought to bear in editing
this manuscript.

I am also deeply indebted to Lieutenant Colonel Leonid Kondra-
tiuk and the Historical Services Division of the National Guard
Bureau for providing the funds with which this guide was printed.

To several noted scholars, I owe a debt of thanks: Colonel Robert
Doughty at the United States Military Academy and Professor
Russell Snapp of Davidson College read an early version of the
narrative and corrected several points of style and historical fact that
would surely have proved embarrassing to me.

My wife Anne accompanied me on my first visit to the Cowpens.
She understands my compulsion to write and supported my efforts to
complete this work. Without her gentle prodding, this book would
have remained a working manuscript.

Finally, I dedicate this work to my students, especially the ROTC
cadets of Davidson College, for whom it is written.




I. AN OVERVIEW OF THE AMERICAN
REVOLUTION

A mysterious chemistry of Enlightenment political theory1 and the
North American colonial frontier experience, sparked by the eco-
nomic and political repercussions of the French and Indian War
(1754-63), finally exploded into revolution at the village green in
Lexington, Massachusetts, on 19 April 177 52 Although the dispute
between American colonists and the British Parliament over taxation
was most vexing to Bostonians who made their livelihood from
relatively unrestrained trade prior to the 1760s, broader principles
were sufficiently pressing to elicit supporters (admiringly called
patriots, critically labeled rebels) from all thirteen colonies, albeit not
in equal proportions. The clash pitted a portion of the colonial civilian
population against the armed might of one of the greatest maritime
powers of the time.

To suppress this dispersed and largely unorganized “rabble,” the
English king sent to the colonies three competent professional sol-
diers: Major Generals Sir William Howe, Sir Henry Clinton, and Sir
John Burgoyne They brought with them additional regular British
‘troops and regiments leased from the Hessian elector, many trained
and experienced in fighting a form of European warfare characterized
by rigid discipline, efficient concentration of combat power, and
extensive logistics and administrative regulation. For these British
officers, battle was more akin to a minuet than a brawl.

Their colonial opponents, however, had little military experience.
Men such as George Washington, Philip Schuyler, Israel Putnam, and

. Daniel Morgan had served as militia officers during the French and

Indian War; others had served in paid provincial units (such as
Rogers’ Rangers). 4 What the bulk of American men knew of the army
and of war, they had learned in their periodic militia drill on the
village commons. As the American Revolution loomed on the hori-
zon, many of these military organizations suffered from neglect.

Still, shortly after the fighting began, the New England colonies all
managed to raise numbers of regiments based on the geographical
location of the militia® At the instigation of the Massachusetts




Provincial Congress, these forces (some 30,000 strong) were gath-
ered around Boston as the New England Army. In 1775, they became
the basis of the Continental Army. Only in time, and with the expert
and perceptive advice of General Baron von Steuben,7 was the
Continental Army to develog the battle-worthy stamina and skill
expected of European forces.

Strategic Considerations

In order to maintain the thirteen colonies as British possessions,
the king needed to subdue the population and reestablish loyalty (or
at least obedience) to the Crown. The theater for this operation was
daunting in scale: it contained a population of a bit over 3 million
settlers dispersed over almeost 800,000 square miles. Lord North
sought to divide the Colonies by applying economic sanctions to the
most rebellious of them.” British military objectives were fourfold:
separate the New England colonies from the others by seizing the
Hudson River north to Lake Champlain; isolate the “bread basket”
colonies of Pennsylvania and Maryland; control the southern popu-
lace by holding Chaarleston,10 Georgetown, and the line of the Santee
River; and, finally, blockade the entire American coast to prevent an
influx of arms from abroad (see map 1). As New England was the
center of revolutionary sympathy, it logically became the first prior-
ity. A number of military historians claim that this strategy would
have worked if the British had possessed adequate forces in the hands
of resolute commanders. This observation is only partly accurate. The
large army of British regulars, Loyalists, and Hessian mercenaries, a
fleet, and 10,000 sailors indeed were sufficient to destroy the Conti-
‘nental Army, but British commanders never manifested the will to
win, and they squandered thelr resources, especially time, until the
war was beyond recovery ! Whether an overwhelming tactical
victory would have won the war, however, is open to conjecture.

To achieve independence, the Americans needed to eject all British
troops—the symbol of the Crown’s rule—from the Colonies. The
Continental Congress would have been dehghted had King George
[II granted the colonies their freedom 3 but as this bounty was not
forthcoming, and as the strength of Britain lay in its considerable
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army and fleet, the Americans could not hope to bring their oppressor

‘to his knees. As historian Russell Weigley has noted, “Washington’s
was a generalship of military poverty.”14 Often necessity breeds
inventiveness, and in this case, circumstances led the American
commander to several brilliant feats of maneuver. While he was
obliged on occasion to face a major British army, he adopted early a
strategy of attrition, at once harassing British detachments while
avoiding battle to preserve his own strength. American diplomats in
Paris, meanwhile, sought intervention from England’s traditional
foes before General George Washington could be trapped by the
king’s troops.

Operational Considerations

Both sides addressed a number of operational issues. Britain’s
most obvious weakness in its effort to subdue the rebellion was the
distance of the theater of operations from the home country. To
project power across the Atlantic, Britain required adequate troops
to occupy key locations in the Colonies, sufficient transport vessels
to carry them across the ocean and sustain them (for seven years, as
it turned out), and a battle fleet to protect these extended lines of
communication. ' Although the British possessed these assets,
America was not England’s sole focus of attention. Increased pres-
sure from England’s colonial rivals and traditional continental foes
stretched the country’s assets to the limit.'” The American rebels
sought to exploit this weakness by engaging privateers and the
fledgling American navy to prey on British shipping and by encour-
aging the French to join them. The British, in turn, sought to minimize
the troop burden by raising Loyalist units in the colonies. This
measure, effective at least in the sense of the number of troops raised,
eased the burden of recruitment and transportation of troops across
the Atlantic, but it did not resolve the resupply problem.

Still, the British were capable of projecting substantial force to
their American colonies. As Washington observed, “The amazing
advantage the Enemy derive from their Ships and the Command of
the water, keeps us in a State of constant perplexity and the most
anxious conjecture.”ls‘ Sea power gave the British the advantage of




lateral communications; although their armies may have been farther
apart than those of their colonial opponents, movement by sea was
usually much faster (though subject to seasonal storms) than by land.
Thus, the British army in Boston could evacuate the city in the spring
of 1776, retire to Canada, and reappear in New York later that year.
Furthermore, once at sea, the army could strike any unguarded coast
- without telegraphing its intentions with advanced guards, lines of
communications, or any of the other indicators upon which a defend-
ing army might rely for intelligence.

The British also hoped to take advantage of a mixed Tory-rebel
population. Conventional wisdom divides loyalties in the American
Revolution into three roughly equal groups: the rebels, the Tories,
and the indifferent. British commanders occasionally demonstrated
sensitivity to the advantage of wooing the uncommitted; more often
they (like Comwallis in New Jersey and Tarleton in the Carolinas)
inflamed the population by their cruelty. The British succeeded,
however, in arming and organizing numbers of Tories into effective
units that fought beside regulars in several battles.!® The British
strategy of pacification of the population entailed the widespread
occupation of colonial territory—first major cities, then the surround-
ing countryside.

The British command struggled with a problem often manifesting
itself in pacification operations: there was no central point of resis-
tance. The British could not identify a single objective the seizure of
which would yield decisive results. No single American city held the
strategic importance of a London or Paris. The capture of Boston,
New York, Philadelphia, and Charleston failed to affect the American
resolve significantly. Defeating but not destroying the American
armies—both Continental and militia—also frustrated British hopes
to turn the tide. In no small measure, this circumstance was a
deliberate strategy of the American commander, who realized that
time favored his cause. At the same time, since America was not vital
to British national interests, the war was not universally popular in
Parliament.? Thus, the British suffered simultaneously an inability
to end the war quickly to their satisfaction and inadequate political
resolve to continue it indefinitely.




The dispersion of patriot forces and centers of gravity was not
always advantageous to rebels. Washington was troubled from the
outset with the problem of how to defend the same vast, sparsely
populated land the British found so difficult to conquer. Unable to
defend all places, he determined to fortify the most critical points,
maintain a field army to counter regular British forces, and raise
militia for local defense in the absence of the main army. The vast
defenses at West Point on the Hudson River served as the best—and
~ most successful—fortifications. The Continental Army became the
Americans’ regular force. Militia units and guerilla bands ranged
from useless to lethal. Although Washington did not perceive guer-
rilla warfare as decisive, some militia units conducted effective
guerrilla operations: the exploits of Colonel Francis Marion of South
Carolina, for example, earned the colorful leader the sobriquet
“Swamp Fox.”

The unequal struggle played itself out in phases that the British
would measure differently from the Americans. In the American
view, the first successful year of war was characterized by the
transformation of a popular armed New England mob into a conven-
tional army that ejected the British from Boston. In its second phase,
the Americans suffered defeat and near disaster as they were ejected
from New York. As a consequence of this experience, Washington
evolved a better understanding of the nature of the contest. Wintering
at Morristown, he launched the celebrated and much romanticized
raid across the Delaware that characterized his operations in the north
for the remainder of the war. In 1779, American attention followed
the British to the south. Sometimes successful, often disastrous, and
frequently savage meetings between American and British regulars
and militia resulted in the British decision to leave the Carolinas and
concentrate in Virginia where, in October 1781, Cornwallis surren-
dered to Washington’s combined Continental-French army.

From a British perspective, the war could be divided almost as it
was planned. Only the outcomes distinguished the plan from the
historical narrative. The experience at Bunker Hill led the admini-
stration in London to realize that “a rap on the colonial knuckles”
would not end the conflict.! Planning for a war would only then




begin in earnest. After the evacuation from Boston, Howe concen-
trated his military might on the middle colonies, focusing his effort
first on New York and then Philadelphia. Once the British lost the
disastrous campaign culminating at Saratoga, they turned to the
south, the purported center of Tory support. A campaign to wrest the
Carolina highlands from rebel control ended in failure and with-
drawal to Yorktown, where the main British army finally surren-
dered.

Conduct of the War

When Washington assumed command of the veterans of Bunker
Hill on 2 July 1775, he busied himself immediately with securing
additional volunteers. Enlistments for most of the force that had
fought at Bunker Hill ended on 1 December 1775 (some had enlisted
until 1 January 1776), forcing the general to address himself almost
immediately to the issue of recruitment. He suggested that Congress
enlist the Continental Army from a broader geographic base. He
further recommended a standard organization of twenty-six infantry
regiments (each of 728 men), rifle and artillery units, standard
uniforms, and Congressional control over commissions. The Conti-
nental Congress accepted all these recommendations.*> Furthermore,
in the implementing order of 1 January 1776, Washington established
a basis for discipline without which no regular force could long
survive,

During the winter of 1775-76, the British were besieged in Boston.
When Washington acquired from Colonel Henry Knox fifty-nine
guns taken at Fort Ticonderoga, he was able to invest the city in a
textbook siege. In spite of expirations in short-term recruits, the
stranglehold on the main British army in Boston remained firm. As
a result of the American army’s persistence, Howe evacuated Boston
on 17 March 1776, removing his troops to Halifax.

Lord George Germain, appointed in 1776 to be secretary of state
for the American Colonies, was convinced of the need to protect the
Loyalists south of Virginia, whom he believed to exist in large
numbers. He approved of a southern expedition, with Clinton in




command and Cornwallis as his second. Loyal Scots living in western
North Carolina, who detested the Whig eastern aristocrats, swept
down from the hills to show their strength in Wilmington, but failed
to rouse the population. Finding no support of the kind he had been
led to expect in North Carolina, Clinton sailed to Charleston, which
he also failed to take.

Returning to the campaign plan, Howe determined to take New
York, which Washington had spent the summer fortifying for winter
quarters. After an unsuccessful effort to persuade Washington to
disperse his army in exchange for pardons, Howe finally attacked
New York’s 19,000 rebel defenders with 32,000 troops. Outflanked,
Washington was forced to withdraw from Long Island, up to Man-
hattan, and finally to Peekskill. British troops took New York and
chased Washington into New Jersey but could not crush his rapidly
dwindling force.

After Washington’s defeat in New York, patriot morale was at a
low ebb. Most of the enlistments were expiring, and few veterans
intended to renew their commitment. Washington planned a daring
move to rally their flagging spirits. In December, he sallied forth with
2,400 troops across the Delaware River and defeated a HeSSIan
brigade at Trenton, New Jersey, the day after Christmas, 1776.23
Stung and angered, Cornwallis attempted to catch Washington in
New Jersey before the rebel general could escape back across the
Delaware. Again Washington demonstrated remarkable skill, am-
bushing the British rear guard at Princeton on 2 January 1777. Upon
these brilliant victories was built Washington’s reputation as a tacti-
cal commander. With his stature secure in Congress, Washington was
able to forge the Continental Army into a much more effective
instrument. The militia forces prospered as well. Later that winter,
the ranks of patriots swelled, as Cornwallis carried out a vicious
campaign of subjugation in New Jersey.

The mission of the rebel northern army, commanded by Major
General Horatio Gates, was to guard the Great Lakes and the Hudson
River arteries. Howe, in line with the first phase of the British
strategic plan, determined to split the rebellion by severing the New




England head from the southern body by way of a three-pronged
attack: from the north by Burgoyne, from the west by Lieutenant
Colonel Barry St. Leger, and from the south by Howe himself. As a
preliminary move (and following the second point of the British
program), he sailed up the Chesapeake Bay, landed at Head of Elk,
Maryland, and marched on Philadelphia. He defeated Washington at
the Brandywine River and entered Philadelphia on 26 September
1777. An American counterattack at Germantown proved ineffective.

Burgoyne’s force began on schedule but suffered horribly from the
harsh environment and from the harassment of the militia forces
opposing him. At Bennington, Vermont, rebel Brigadier General
John Stark smashed a large reconnaissance party. St. Leger was
stymied at Fort Stanwix. And Burgoyne was stopped at Saratoga by
an insubordinate but brilliant General Benedict Amold.”” Washing-
ton wintered at Valley Forge, Pennsylvania, where his army suffered
from great physical privations but enjoyed the expert, if sometimes
comical, guidance of the drillmaster, Major General Friedrich von
Steuben.

In May 1778, Howe was relieved at his own request and replaced
by Clinton, who promptly moved through New Jersey to New York.
Seeing an opportunity to sting the British again, Washington fell on
Clinton’s rear guard at Monmouth Court House on 28 June 1778.
Poor planning and execution by Major General Charles Lee threat-
ened the outcome of the battle. Washington, however, personally
rallied the Continentals, relieving Lee in a rare storm of oaths.%> The
Continental Line withstood several violent assaults before nightfall,
and both armies camped on the field. Fighting a tactical draw, the
Continental Line had proved it could match the British regulars in
open battle. Both armies were stunned by the outcome; they would
not meet again until Yorktown in 1781.

As a consequence of the Continental Army’s successes, France
joined the war, encouraged by the American prospects for eventual
victory. The French admiral sent to support the American cause, .
Comte d’Estaing, arrived off the Delaware capes just after the battle
at Monmouth Court House. Although his command was far more
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powerful than the British fleet in New York, d’Estaing was cautious
and failed to bring his advantage to bear before sailing off to
Martinique for the winter. Thus, Washington realized no immediate
military advantage as a result of the French intervention. However,
d’Estaing’s presence in the Caribbean together with a Spanish fleet
in Havana (after Spain’s entry on the American side in June 1779)
forced Clinton to send 8,000 troops to the West Indies. These
transfers weakened Clinton so severely that he never seriously chal-
lenged Washington’s position at West Point, New York.

Although the entry of France into the war signaled a dramatic
change in the chemistry of the struggle, the British commanders failed
to reevaluate their strategy.”” Clinton continued the strategic ap-
proach envisioned at the onset of hostilities. In November 1778, he
sent Lieutenant Colonel Archibald Campbell to Savannah, Wthh was
captured. Later, joined by Major General Augustine Prevost 7 he
moved briefly into South Carolina, which proved as inhospitable as
it had to Clinton two years earlier. Campbell soon returned to
Georgia. Offsetting this failure, 2,400 British successfully defended
Savannah against 5,000 troops brought there by the French fleet of
d’Estaing.

Encouraged and still believing South Carolina to be a stronghold
for Loyalists, Clinton invested Charleston with 10,000 men. He
erected siege batteries in March 1780 and slowly closed in on the city
until its defender Major General Benjamin Lincoln, surrendered on
12 May 8 In reaction to the terrible news of the fall of Charleston
and its garrison of 5,000, Congress, against the wishes of Washing-
ton, selected Major General Horatio Gates for command in the south.
Militiamen rallied around Gates, who moved against Clinton’s field
commander, Cornwallis, at Camden. There, the colonists suffered a
terrible defeat on 16 August 1780. Emboldened by that victory,
Cornwallis dispatched Major Patrick Ferguson with a force consist-
ing exclusively of Tory volunteers to western South Carolina. West-
ern settlers rallied to engage Ferguson at King’s Mountain, where
they destroyed his small force.
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- Given the difficulties the British faced in the south, some question
exists as to whether Clinton should have attempted such a bold move
with so little force. The general, however, believed that the fall of
Charleston obviated the problem of subjugation of the colony; he
therefore directed his deputy to move into North Carolina as the
situation permitted. Clearly Clinton erred in his judgment, but Corn-
wallis compounded the problem by expanding from his logistical
base more rapidly than he was able to recruit additional Loyalist
forces.

Major General Nathanael Greene, Gates’ replacement after Cam-
den, sent Brigadier General Daniel Morgan with a small body of
regulars and militia into South Carolina to rally the patriot inhabi-
tants. In January 1781, Morgan met the infamous Tarleton and
defeated him soundly. That battle was followed by an American flight
ahead of Cornwallis, interrupted briefly at Guilford Court House,
Hobkirk’s Hill, and Eutaw Springs.30 Although Cornwallis won
these engagements, he realized that he could not subdue the evasive
Greene in the Carolinas. Maneuvering for advantage, he collected his
forces in August at Yorktown, in southern Virginia.

At Yorktown, the British could enjoy the advantages of lateral
communications (Clinton was still in New York)—but only as long
as Britain controlled the sea. Certainly, both British commanders
recognized the potential for the French to seal Cornwallis in the
Chesapeake. However, given d’Estaing’s performance since his ar-
rival off the American coast in 1778, they felt secure in accepting the
risk to their lines of communications.

By staging in Staten Island, New York, Washington deceived
Clinton into believing that New York was the theater for a new
colonial offensive. Washington then stealthily departed through New
Jersey for southern Virginia, accompanied by Lieutenant General
Comte de Rochambeau’s French reinforcements. The French fleet
sealed off the British inside Chesapeake Bay, isolating them from
free access to the sea and reinforcements from Britain or Clinton. The
siege of Yorktown began in September with the American occupation
of Cornwallis’ abandoned outer redoubts. American and French
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troops and Admiral de Grasse’s French fleet continued to tighten the
stranglehold they held on Cornwallis. On 17 October, allied troops
entered the town. Two days later, the British marched out of the fort
as their band, defiant even in defeat, played “The World Turned
Upside Down.”

The war would last another two years, although a cease-fire ended
hostilities in January of 1782. The Peace of Paris formally ended the
American Revolutionary War, and the last British troops sailed from
New York on 23 November 1783, over eight years after that brisk
spring day in Lexington, Massachusetts.
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II. THE CAMPAIGN IN THE CAROLINAS,
1780-1781

When Clinton sailed south, he hoped, as a preliminary step to the
eventual subjugation of the colonies, to secure the broad base of
operations denied him and his predecessors farther north. The cam-
paign plan was simple enough. Operating from a secure base at
Savannah, Georgia, Clinton would seize the key port of Charleston
and then destroy the isolated pockets of resistance in the upcountry.
The French fleet had the potential to disrupt communications from
Charleston to Savannah, New York, and England, but this threat had
yet to be realized since the fleet’s arrival in American waters. As was
the case throughout the war, the Americans reacted to British initia-
tives. Consistent with Washington’s overall strategy, militia units
harassed the British until regulars could hurry south to counter the
threat.

The campaign that ensued in the Carolinas was characterized, on
the one hand, by rapid movement of light troops, either regular or
militia, and, on the other, by brutal guerrilla warfare of rebel and Tory
bands. While both armies contained regular troops, terrain and tactics
dictated the predominance of light ﬁghters.1 The Carolinas counted
but twao cities in the eighteenth century, Georgetown and Charleston.
Beyond these ports, scattered settlements formed a loose network of
frontler civilization having little in common with the coastal aristoc-
racy. 2 The river network in South Carolina flowed generally south-
east from the rugged hills around modern-day Spartanburg to the
inhospitable swampland along the coast. The major water arter-
ies—the Savannah, Santee, and Great Pedee Rivers—afforded rapid
movement of supplies and troops by small boats only, and the vast
pine woods in between could only be traversed slowly and painstak-
ingly (see map 2).

Main armies were intended for decisive action on the battlefield,
but getting them to it was a Herculean task. The baggage customary
in an eighteenth-century army encumbered it on the march. An
infantry regiment such as the 7th Royal Fusiliers, with an estab-
lishment of 477 men, required four wagons and sixteen horses by
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regulation and probably hired more on campaign.3 A 12-pounder
artillery piece weighed 3,200 pounds and required a team of twelve
horses to pull it. Even Tarleton’s light baggage became an issue as
he raced to meet Morgan in the winter of 1780-81.

On both sides, partisans who enrolled in provisional or militia
companies could reasonably be expected to move as quickly as light
infantry—which in many ways, they were. These units were raised
because both sides suffered from too few regulars, and because the
militia tradition was already well-established in the colonies. Since
the partisans were not part of a regular establishment, commanders
could not rely on their presence at a time of crisis.” And because the
iron discipline and restraint customary in European armies of the day
was foreign to these stubbornly independent frontiersmen, they were
more likely to commit the sort of excesses forbidden (if still too often
practiced) by regulars. The South Carolina militia, having seen action
against Indians before and during the Revolution, had long been
accustomed to unfettered brutality. Their traditional tactics were the
ambush and the raid; their tools were rapid movement, terror as a
psychological weapon, and rapid analysis of intelligence gained from
scouts and spies. In accomplishing their mission to suppress Tory
sentiment, they tended to use their customary methods.” One partici-
pant remarked that, when the army left, “it was now almost Fire &
Faggot between Whig & Tory, who were contending for ascen-
dancy[.] continued so till the 15th or 20th of May [1781]. »7 Reprisal
and retaliation followed as passions became enflamed, and the con-
flict in the south resembled more a civil war than fighting according
to the rules of organized warfare.

From the summer of 1778, the war in the north became a stalemate;
the armed might of Great Britain had managed to secure the city of
New York, while the Hudson highlands and New Jersey remained
firmly in American hands. Using the only advantage he had, the
Royal Navy, Clinton took his army south, where it could range
through a supposedly friendly countryside without fear of detach-
ments being ambushed by Washington’s Continentals. By the time
Clinton moved south, Savannah had been taken, and Prevost’s St.
Augustine garrison had moved north to assist in the recapture of
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Georgia. Clinton saw Charleston as the logical target: Charleston was
the seat of the colony, and its seaport facilities would be essential as
a command and control and logistics base for the eventual subjuga-
tion of South Carolina, the taking of which would assist Prevost’s
efforts in Georgia. Lincoln, commanding the strong defenses that
Brigadier General William Moultrie had successfully defended in
1776, unwisely concentrated his 5,000 troops in the city against the
seaborne threat. Clinton arrived with 6,000 troops on 11 February
1780, delaying until 7 March to erect batteries on the Ashley River
opposite the city. Finally reinforced by 4,000 additional troops,
Clinton isolated the defenders by land and sea and snipped Lincoln’s
line of communications by sending Banastre Tarleton thirty miles up
the Cooper River to crush a small band of American militia there.
Over a month into the siege, Lincoln surrendered his force—includ-
ing the entire Continental establishment of North Carolina, South
Carolina, and Georgia. This may have been the greatest blow to the -
American cause in the war. :

With Charleston a secure logistics base, Clinton was able to send
detachments to destroy the remaining opposition in the region. Tar-
leton, who had already proved himself to be an aggressive, ruthless,
and decisive cavalry leader, chased down the rebels. Because the
militia bands traveled light and were elusive, Tarleton’s force was
tailored to move faster than its opponents could run. The main
component of his force was the Legion, an 800-man Loyalist force
of light infantry and cavalry. In May 1780, Tarleton caught Colonel
Abraham Buford’s militia at Waxhaws and destroyed them, earning
the frightening sobriquet “Bloody Tarleton.”” With this success,
Clinton returned to New York, hoping to catch Washington, now
weakened from sending reinforcements south. Clinton appointed his
deputy Cornwallis to sweep away the remaining detachments of
partisans, secure the loyalty of South Carolina, and plan a campaign
into North Carolina. '’ Comwallis chased the remaining rebel bands,
led by such heroes as Francis Marion and Thomas Sumter, into the
swamps and backcountry. With the rebels on the run, long-sup-
pressed Tories began to take their revenge. The rebellion in South
Carolina, far from subsiding, became a vicious civil war.
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As the British swept away the opposition, the Continental Con-
gress reacted with alarm and sent more Continentals to the theater.
Major General Baron de Kalb, one of a group of foreign adventurers
and idealists drawn to the American conflict, was the first commander
to come south to apply a tourniquet to bleeding Carolina. The
Congress felt, however, that it was inappropriate for a foreigner to
command a theater of the war. Against the advice of Washington, de
Kalb was replaced by Gates who was considered to be the victor of
Saratoga.

Gates assumed command of about 4,200 Continentals and militia
on 25 July 1780. Driven by local pressure to boost sagging morale
and to preempt a British invasion of North Carolina, he immediately
seized the initiative. When intelligence reports indicated that Corn-
wallis had left a detachment at Camden, Gates hurried his Continen-
tals and militia there. In his haste, he almost overlooked his cavalry,
which—surprisingly, considering the strength and reputation of Tar-
leton’s force—he held as inconsequential in any case. As one sym-
pathetic historian has observed, Gates intended to occupy
breastworks and force an outmaneuvered British contingent to assault
them. Thus, cavalry may have seemed unnecessary to him.'? In any
event, the Americans arrived bone tired and hungry only to discover
that Cornwallis had returned. On 16 August, an inferior force 0£2,200
British regulars scattered the North Carolina and Virginia militias and
then outflanked the Delaware and Maryland regulars, killing their
commander, de Kalb. Gates fled the field with the militia, discrediting
himself in the process. Two days later, Tarleton defeated Sumter’s
South Carolina militiamen, killing 150 patriots and wounding an-
other 300. :

Having defeated both Gates and Sumter, Cornwallis had reason to
believe that South Carolina was safe—but only for the time being.
Clinton had left Cornwallis considerable latitude in his prosecution
of the war. He had instructed only that South Carolina, and Charleston
in particular, be safeguarded at all costs. Cornwallis, for his part, saw
invasion of North Carolina as the only way to achieve Clinton’s
objectives.13 To guarantee his recent successes, Cornwallis deter-
mined to move boldly into North Carolina. Sending a small detach-
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ment to Cape Fear to establish a closer logistics base, he continued
his march north toward Charlotte and the main rebel army and
directed Major Patrick Ferguson on a raid against partisans in the
west. At King’s Mountain in October 1780, Ferguson’s Loyalists met
partisans who had come down from the Tennessee hills. There,
Ferguson was surrounded and his men killed at long range by accurate
rifle fire from marksmen hidden in the woods below. This first
setback for the British caused Cornwallis to retire from Charlotte to
Wynnsboro, centrally located to enable him to cover South Carolina
while he waited for Major General Alexander Leslie, sent south by
Clinton, to arrive. Together, he thought, his and Leslie’s troops could
clear the Carolinas of rebels.

The victory at King’s Mountain was not enough to save Gates’
sullied reputation. He was relieved in December by Greene, who had
always been Washington’s selection for command in the south.
Greene was a pudgy thirty-eight-year-old Quaker from Rhode Island.
By most accounts, he was disavowed by the Society of Friends for
having raised a company of militia in 1774. In fact, he and acquain-
tances had visited “a place in Connecticut of Publick Resort [a tavern]
where they had No Proper Business.” He was subsequently sus-
pended.14 He was not selected for captain by the men because, as a
consequence of a limp, he cut a poor figure of an officer. Humbly,
he served in the ranks until, in 1775, he was selected by the colonial
assembly to command its contingent to the Continental Aerj,n15 He
fought alongside Washington in every major action, earning his
commander’s highest regard. Greene confronted a mixed situation in
the south: the conditions were desperate, morale in the army was low,
and his predecessor had failed miserably; but, on the positive side,
he had free rein and the financial authority and moral support of
Congress to restore the army, and he held the unlimited confidence
of the commander in chief. Nonetheless, he approached his task
cautiously. To Congress, Greene wrote, “He [Greene] is conscious
of his deficiencies, but if he is clothed with proper powers and
receives the necessary support, he is not altogether without hopes of
prescribing some bounds to the ravages of the enemy.”l‘5 Despite the
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reputation he earned in the Carolinas, Nathanael Greene was a
cautious, conservative commander.

The new commander of the Southern Department managed to
assemble just over 1,000 Continentals and militia of Gates’ com-
mand.'® The taskWashmgton had assigned him was formidable. Five
days after arriving in Charlotte, he wrote, “Nothing can be more
wretched and distressing than the condition of the troops, starving
with cold and hunger, without tents and camp equipage.””” He
addressed his formidable energy to the spirit of his army, creating in
his headquarters an impression of determination and purpose. He
appointed a new slate of staff officers, inspected formations, prepared
to move the army, han §ed a deserter, and demanded greater exertions
from his commissary.

Although outnumbered, Greene recognized his advantages at once
and sought to capitalize upon them. With large (if scattered) numbers
of militia and sympathizers in the west, he could keep well informed
of Cormnwallis” whereabouts. This asset enabled him to deviate from
accepted rules of war. Although he could not defeat Cornwallis, he
-could nibble away at the British army, avoid destruction of his own
force, and simultaneously attend to the dire logistical imperatives that
overshadowed his operational plans.21 To compensate for the lack of
forage in Charlotte, he made the often-criticized decision to move his
army to Cheraw Hill, where Colonel Tadeusz Kosciuszko had found
adequate supplies.2 This movement could have telegraphed the
wrong message to patriots in the western Carolinas, as Cheraw Hill
was farther from Cornwallis than Charlotte. However, Greene, by
sending a detachment under Morgan into South Carolina, sought to
make Comwallis divide his forces as well.® Loglstlcal considera-
tions played an important role in the planning and outcome of the
campaign. Difficulties in foraging may have forced Greene to seek a
plan that allowed him to disperse his force sufficiently. While he
realized Morgan’s precarious position, he believed that intelligence
gained from local patriots would keep Morgan sufficiently informed
to avoid being surprised and to allow the army to combine quickly
enough to defeat whatever force Cornwallis sent after him.
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In his operational directive of 16 December 1780, Greene told
Morgan to conduct a prudent campaign designed to call attention to
itself. The order contained four critical components. First, Morgan
was to raise such militia as could be found, in particular those led by
brigadier generals Thomas Sumter and William Davidson (the latter
of North Carolina). Second, he was to protect patriot settlements west
of the Catawba River and “spirit up the people.” Third, he was “to
annoy the enemy in that quarter [the west].” And, finally, should
Comwallis snap at the bait, Greene directed Morgan to move to join
with the main army. Paramount in the plan was the survival of
Morgan’s forces. The directive was clear and precise in its provisions
yet gave the experienced Virginia rifleman adequate room for inter-
pretation as the campaign developed.

Morgan’s actions indicate clearly his method of achieving
Greene’s intent. Marching about fifty-five miles, he moved into
South Carolina on 21 December 1780, arriving on the Pacolet River
at Grmdal Shoals on Christmas day (see map 3). There he encamped
his army 4 To shelter his men from the elements, he directed that
huts be constructed. From this base, he sent raiding and foraging
parties into the countryside to raise the western counties and attract
Cornwallis’ attention. Meanwhile, he sent word to Colonels Andrew
Pickens and Sumter to join him. Lieutenant Colonel William Wash-
ington, with almost 300 horsemen, attacked Hammond’s Store, kill-
ing and wounding about 150 Tories.>> Colonel Hays of the South
Carolina militia took fifty men to Fort William, where he chased the
Tory garrison away and burned the fort. Reports of these forays led
Cornwallis to fear for the safety of Ninety Six, which he considered
to be the cornerstone of his defenses in the western part of the colony.
Contrary to the impression left us by numerous authors,”” Morgan
was not a prey to be cornered on the Broad River by the huntsman
Tarleton; Morgan was boldly teasing the British into a rash move.

For the first time in the southern campaign, and as a consequence
of the British disaster at King’s Mountain, the Americans had gained
the initiative in the south. Now, Cormwallis could not direct his entire
army against either wing of Greene’s force without exposing Char-
leston to attack or the western region to intimidation. In response to
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Morgan’s foray into western South Carolina, Cornwallis directed his
forces in three prongs, moving (in theory) within a day’s march of
each other toward the irritating rebels. Leading was Cornwallis’

favorite, Tarleton. z Bringing up the heavy troops, artillery, and
baggage, Cornwallis would march up the east bank of the Broad
River with over 3,300 troops. Leslie would hurry to join the army
with his 1,500 men. Tarleton’s light force, leading the army, would
fix the enemy, after which the regulars would destroy him. As the
British forces marched only one day from each other, enemy contact
with any prong could result in friendly forces coming to its support.
The additional advantages of moving on separate axes were logisti-
cal. Parallel routes would reduce the length of the column and thus
minimize the time required for the trail element to reach the front as
it deployed for battle. Also, smaller columns would be easier to feed.

The British plans went awry almost immediately. Cornwallis’
army soon became uncoupled as Tarleton moved with the swiftness
his formation afforded him, and Leslie became mired in the swamps.
Swollen rivers slowed the movement of all the columns. Addition-
ally, Cornwallis lacked the urgency required of him to catch Mor-
gan.28 Although he urged Tarleton to ever greater exertions, his own
movements portray a sense of frustration, perhaps at the slowness of
his baggage-laden columns. Perhaps he assumed incorrectly that the
swollen rivers that blocked him were a barrier to Tarleton as well. He
also dallied, hoping that Leslie, who had landed in Charleston on 14
December, might catch up. But the dashing cavalry officer Tarleton
saw no impediment; he swam his horses across the rivers and made
rafts for the troops. While Corniwallis hoped Tarleton could fix and
destroy Morgan, he knew the main army would be powerless to help.

In early January, both Tarleton and Cornwallis were within twenty-
four-hours march of each other and placed generally between Morgan
on the Pacolet River and Greene at Cheraw Hill. On 7 January,
Tarleton’s baggage caught up to him at Briarly’s Creek, in the
company of 200 recruits of the 7th Regiment, 50 dragoons, and a
second 3-pounder. Hearing reports of reinforcements joining Mor-
gan, Tarleton applied for and received permission to retain the
escort.“” But the swollen rivers plagued Cornwallis’ march and
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inhibited combination by the two commanders. Thus, Cornwallis
failed to control Tarleton in a coordinated move that would have
combined the three formations against Morgan. Cornwallis’ other-
wise reasonable calculations violated the fundamental requirement
that components of an army be synchronized.

Morgan also found the going difficult. He complained that “Forage
and provisions are not to be had.” And yet he feared the consequence
of leaving the country in search of more hospitable campaigning
grounds.”~ Greene authorized him to seek provisions as far south as
Ninety Six, which put even greater distance between their two
forces.>! Without realizing it, Greene, by this direction, may also
have led Cornwallis to fear for the safety of Loyalists in the area, thus
causing the British general to spur on Tarleton to find Morgan.32
Tarleton may have believed, from information he received from
spies, that Morgan intended to threaten Ninety Six.>?

Even more startling than the logistical concerns in Morgan’s
correspondence is his plainspoken fear for the survival of his force.>4
Two days before the meeting at the Cowpens, Morgan wrote to
Greene that he would be unable to fight because of the size of
Tarleton’s detachment, accurately estimated at between 1,100 and
1,200 men. He knew of Tarleton’s whereabouts and believed himself
to be the quarry. He informed his commander that he had only 340
volunteers from three states and doubted their reliability in a battle.
With the Continentals and Virginians, his force numbered over 900
on that date. Then, as now, a deployed force in defensive positions
held the advantage over an attacker.> Thus, Morgan must have
weighed the reputation of his opponent and the British troops very
highly. Certainly, the reverses at Waxhaws and Camden had tem-
pered the judgment of the American leaders, while the patriot victory
at King’s Mountain was dismissed as an aberration.

Lamenting his inability to control the militia and decrying his
numbers, Morgan told his superior that he possessed inadequate
strength for “attempts you have hinted at.””" Greene did not direct
Morgan in writing to fight a pitched battle. His clear instructions
regarding the British forces were that, should Cornwallis move on
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Greene, Morgan should rejoin the main army or strike the flank or
rear of the British columns. The only clear implication in the letter
was that Morgan should avoid battle, which is precisely what Morgan
wanted to do. Perhaps Greene and Morgan had discussed in Charlotte
the possibility that Morgan would be the target. Perhaps Morgan lost
his nerve. From his subsequent behavior, the former seems more
likely.

Tarleton had no such misgivings. Sometimes called “The Green
Dragoon” or “Bloody Banny,” he had assumed the identity of the
English gentry-warrior class. Cecil Woodham-Smith describes that

group:

War was an aristocratic trade, and military glory reserved for nobles
and princes. Glittering squadrons of cavalry, long lines of infantry,
wheeling obediently on the parade ground, ministered to the lust both
for power and for display. Courage was esteemed the essential military
quality and held to be a virtue exclusive to aristocrats. Were they not
educated to courage, trained, as no common man was trained, by years
of practice in dangerous sports? They glorified courage, called it
valour, saw war in terms of valour as the supreme adventure.

The Tarletons were not members of this social elite, but they were
a family of substance. A great grandfather outfitted and commanded
one of Oliver Cromwell’s warships. Tarleton’s father was a success-
ful Liverpool businessman, Jamaica plantation owner, and slave
trader.”” Banastre Tarleton entered Oxford with his elder brother in
1771, and he remained there until the death of his father in 1773. With
an inheritance of £5,000, he left Oxford to study law. This subject
appears not to have interested him; after two years of idling in gaming
salons, he purchased a cornetship in the 1st Regiment of Dragoon
Guards. The post cost his mother £800.%°

The choice of regiments indicates young Tarleton’s character:
cavalry represented the concepts of glory, courage, and chivalry that
inhabited the aristocratic world to which he aspired—that of the
knight in shining armor. Not only that, but the King’s Dragoon
Guards was the senior line cavalry unit and one of the more prestig-
ious regiments of the army. Tarleton, however, was no mere parade
ground dandy. When an opportunity came for service in America, he-
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arranged to be posted to the 16th Light Dragoons. Although cavalry,
these were field troops scormed by the status-conscious. They were
light, agile men mounted on polo ponies, organized and equipped to
maintain constant contact with the enemy, hunt them down, and hold
them for the regulars to kill. The 16th was raised in 1759 after a

successful experiment three years earlier.** The regiment deployed
in the fall of 1775.

In America, Tarleton distinguished himself almost immediately.
At Princeton, his men captured Lee*! _the young dragoon person-
ally escorting his prisoner to Lord Cornwallis. Tarleton not only
caught Cornwallis’ eye, his success also led the patriotic citizenry of
Liverpool to elect him captain of their volunteer company. Cam-
paigning in New Jersey gave Tarleton greater notoriety after his
horsemen cruelly subdued the rebellious population. With the passing
of command from Howe to Clinton in 1778, shakeups in the staff
resulted in Tarleton being named brigade major. It was Major Tarle-
ton in command of the 17th Light Dragoons who charged at Mon-
‘mouth, causing Lee’s withdrawal and subsequent disgrace.'#'2
Grateful for the part the impetuous cavalryman played was the British
commander, Comnwallis. Tarleton fully embraced H. Lloyd’s offen-
sive doctrine: “No army conquers merely by resisting: you may repel
an enemy; but victory is the result of action.”®’ Upon the creation in
August 1778 of a mixed light regiment of green-clad English, Scot-
tish, and Loyalist volunteers, the officer selected to command it was
Tarleton, now promoted to lieutenant colonel at the age of twenty-six.
He could attribute his meteoric rise to feats of valor alone; neither
wealth nor family connections (he had none) influenced his status.
The lesson was clear: courage and resolve were rewarded; indeed,
they were a vehicle for social mobility.

As Tarleton hunted the ragtag Americans, his greatest problem was
to get to Morgan before the latter could cross the Broad River and
rejoin the main American army (see map 4). Tarleton did not consider
defeat a possibility, although he expected Cornwallis would meet
him, leaving the issue without doubt. He believed his commander
was moving, albeit more slowly, to support him. Indeed, he suggested
gently that Cornwallis hurry to King’s Mountain. He also expected
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the third prong of the army, Leslie’s, to be within supporting distance.
A report of the presence of American artillery—the consequence of
an American ruse in which logs were attached to wagon wheels and
paraded in front of Colonel Ridgely’s gor Rugely’s) Tory garrison on
28 November 1780——concerned him, 4 but Cornwallis assured Tar-
leton in a letter dated 2 January 1781 that this information was
incorrect.*> Tarleton’s instincts told him to pursue as quickly as he
could; his commander urged the same.

Tarleton finally found Morgan—or, more accurately, Morgan
allowed himself to be found—at Hannah’s Cowpens, a location
known well to locals and therefore an appropriate rallying point for
militia speeding to Morgan’s assistance. Within an hour, Cornwallis
had lost the most effective and mobile force available to him. Al-
though Morgan had won a decisive tactical victory, he still faced a -
far superior, if slower, force under Cornwallis. Morgan hurried his
small band of veterans back across the Broad River to North Carolina,
Greene, and safety (see maps 5, 6, and 7). Still possessing most of
his strength and determined to see the campaign through, Cornwallis
followed Morgan and Greene north, attempting in vain to destroy the
rebel force. The chase sapped British strength, even as Greene
gathered supporters from heartened Carolinians. By early spring,
Greene’s force had swollen to 4,300, while the British army had
dwindled to about 2,000. Although Greene sought to avoid combat,
he could not resist the oggortunity Cornwallis presented him. He
turned to meet his hunter ~ at Guilford Court House on 15 March.
Cornwallis won the battle but failed to destroy Greene’s army. He
also failed to rally significant support from colonists in the region.

Comwallis continued to follow Greene for two weeks, but the
campaign had failed. Leaving Lieutenant Colonel Rawdon®’ in com-
mand of British troops in South Carolina, Cornwallis marched to
Wilmington and then Yorktown. Continued fighting in the Carolinas
failed to alter the course set at King’s Mountain and the Cowpens.
Battles were won and lost by each side, yet none was decisive. The
outcome of the war in the south was, in large measure, a consequence
of the operational plans of the contesting commanders. Clinton, and
in his stead Cornwallis, saw the campaign as a series of opportunities:
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success at Savannah could be secured by moving on Charleston;
complete control of South Carolina could be gained by threatening
North Carolina. In each case, the British commander’s objectives
became broader as his assets dwindled in a hostile country. In
contrast, Greene’s objective was to boost the morale of colonists
sympathetic to the American cause. This objective did not require
open battle. While he assured the survival of his own army, he raised
the militia to assist in the whittling down of his opponent’s forces. In
the eighteenth century, battles occurred only when both commanders
determined to stand and fight. In the vast wildernesses of the south,
Greene could rest fairly assured that Cornwallis could not corner him.
Thus, the American campaign plan, simple and mindful of the
situation in the theater of war, permitted tactical commanders (includ-
ing Greene) to err on the battlefield without altering substantially the
course of the war in the south. «
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